John Locke, Shaftesbury's secretary at the time, has long been a suspected collaborator in its production. This essay is primarily concerned with early revolutionary agitation under Shaftesbury's auspices. It will deal with authorial practice within the Shaftesbury circle in 1675, specifically the practice of concealing incendiary messages in its propaganda. It will call attention to certain highly seditious passages in the Letter from a Person of Quality. These have so far gone unnoted. Two of them had already appeared in another work issuing out of the circle. This was the Reasons against the Bill for the Test, scribally published in the spring of 1675.
What follows here is, first, a slightly new account of the parliamentary context of these publications. I shall then offer some interpretive keys to the covert passages in the Reasons and Letter. Certain issues raised by these, including the question of the timing of Shaftesbury's sponsorship of anti-government insurgency and Locke's authorship of the seditious passages, will be considered in two subsequent sections. §2 Both the Reasons and Letter had as their occasion the furore raised in Parliament over the proposed Test Bill of 1675, of which Shaftesbury was a leading opponent. 6 Entitled 'An Act to prevent the Dangers which may arise from Persons disaffected to the Government', it required all officeholders and parliamentarians to disavow taking arms against kings, and to foreswear all attempts to change the government of Church and State. 7 Not only could the terms of the Bill be read as threatening to members of the Houses who were Presbyterians. They could fan Anglican fears of these colleagues. For they were a reminder of the role of anti-prelatical groups in the Great Rebellion of 1642, whose theories of political resistance had divided them from Churchmen. Inevitably, members who were Anglicans would have registered that their fellow Presbyterians could not in good conscience pass the proposed Test, and for reasons that were disturbing. As for themselves, they could do so without qualms.
Back in 1674, Charles II had begun preparing the ground for the parliamentary session in which the Bill was launched. At this juncture, he was pursuing a policy of Anglican appeasement, to induce Parliament to loosen the purse strings. In October, he had his Lord Treasurer, Thomas Osborne, 1 st Earl of Danby, meet with Bishop George Morley in order to arrange for future conferences between his ministers and bishops. These took place around the turn of the year, at Lambeth and other venues. Their purpose was to concert measures for safeguarding the Church from the dangers of popery, thereby hoping to allay fears of such 'against the next session of Parliament'. 8 Another, though less explicit, objective was to crack down on Protestant schismatics. The timing of the start of this scheme may have been linked to news of the pregnancy of Mary Beatrice of Modena-the Catholic wife of Charles's brother, James, Duke of York. Should she give birth to a son, he might survive to become second in line to inherit the throne, after his Catholic father. James had married Mary in 1673, having resigned from his post of Lord High Admiral rather than subscribe to the first Test Act, which had passed into law earlier that year. In January 1675, Mary gave birth to a baby girl, Catherine Laura, who, unlike any male heir, stood behind James's two Protestant daughters (by his prior marriage to Anne Hyde) in the line of succession. But the threat that Mary would give birth to a male heir soon re-emerged. She was newly pregnant in March. 9 Parliament met on 13 April. Charles, in his speech on Opening Day, spoke of his financial needs, if only briefly. At greater length he expressed a desire to deliver securities to the Church, (despite his own Catholic sympathies and possible Catholic leanings). Thus, he was readying the way for the introduction of the Test Bill. His own interest in the measure was strategic, aimed at minimizing the religious concessions he was prepared to make in return for financial supply in the future. The Test catered to orthodox Anglicans alone. There was certainly nothing in it for nonconformists, Catholic or Protestant. Charles was not offering them indulgence, as he had in 1672.
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With this Bill as a deliberative centrepiece, he was effectively foreclosing on productive input from Anglicans and Presbyterians combined. Such a united force could be expected to be too vehemently antipapist and offensive to the royal prerogative. For instance, it might insist on a provision excluding Catholics from the succession. The Reasoner reflected that the case was one of 'directly taking up armes by Henry the 6 th his Authority against his person and against those that were Commissioned by him, and yet to this day no man hath ever blamed them, or thought but that if they had done other they had betrayed their Prince and been disloyall to him'. 23 At first blush, it may seem that likening the shrewd and cynical Charles II to the incompetent and recurrently mad Henry VI might be a farfetched parallel. But this was not so, if we read into it a likely allusion to Charles's recent affliction with venereal disease, probably syphilis. In this piece of 'anti-Orleanist' history, it was Henry V who could now be identified with a conquering Louis XIV. Under the guise of the mad Charles VI and his wife Isabeau of Bavaria, Charles and his Catholic wife, Catherine of Braganza, were tarred. Queen Catherine's 'Daughter' might bring to mind Mary of Modena, who was maligned by Protestant detractors at Court as the 'Pope's daughter'.
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The dauphin, a 'vigorous and brave Prince' who fought his way to power, after having been wrongly declared illegitimate, offered an idealized avatar of Monmouth as the presumptive heir of the nation's common father in Charles.
The Person of Quality went on to supply yet one more instance of principled revolt, against 'King James of blessed Memory, who when he was a Child was seized, and taken Prisoner by those, who were justly thought no friends to His Crown or Safety'. French mistress, Louise de Kérouaille, Duchess of Portsmouth.
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The topical themes of these sly passages in the Reasons and Letter would later be repeated in a spate of print propaganda flowing out of the Shaftesbury circle from 1679 to 1681. Published during the years of the succession crisis, a number of these works are now attributed to the incendiary Scotsman Robert Ferguson, later dubbed 'the Plotter'.
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In An Appeal from the Country to the City of 1679, 'Junius Brutus' prayed that, 'if we ever should be reduced to that extremity, either to submit to the French, or to our own Popish Successor … God deliver us from both'. Mother, also published in 1680, James was denounced for his sinister 'power over the King'; for wheedling a ruler who might be described as a 'lustfull, weak, or inconsistent Prince'; and for being a 'confederate' of Louis XIV and a French 'Pensioner', who was guilty of the 'aiding and succoring of France with English Forces till that aspiring Prince was ascended to a power and greatness not to be in any probability withstood or controlled'. At the close of this tract, the Duke of Monmouth was 31 Since Lennox was so elevated on 9 August, the allusion helpfully establishes an earliest possible date for the completion of the Letter. On the problem of fixing its composition and completion dates, see Milton and Milton 
§4
Discovery of the secret allegory in the Reasons and Letter may now force a chronological revision to the earliest calls by Shaftesbury, or those associated with him, for militant resistance to the Stuarts. But should it also prompt extending back in time Ashcraft's vision of the earl as the leader of a revolutionary movement, with Locke as its intellectual adjutant? The question invites the challenge, in the interests of a fuller picture, of comparing and contrasting the passages in question in the Reasons and Letter with the revolutionary activities of Shaftesbury and his comrades in the early 1680s. We can explore these relations both at the level of gritty combat operations and committed political theory. I shall first say a few words about the history of political theories of armed resistance in Restoration England, during the 1670s in particular. It turns out that a significant part of that past can be recovered by considering the implicit rhetorical reasoning of the call to arms in the Reasons and Letter.
Ashcraft insisted that Locke's Two Treatises lived, and moved, and had their being in Shaftesbury's revolutionary Whig movement. The Second Treatise supposedly intervened to justify armed insurgency, after multiple efforts to achieve its goals by legislative means from 1679 to 1681-most famously through passage of an Act to exclude James II from the successionproved unsuccessful. Not for a moment did Ashcraft think that Shaftesbury may have reacted similarly, and to like worries that 33 [Ferguson] , An Appeal from the Country to the City (1679), (also attributed to Charles Blount), 6-7; [Ferguson] failed to secure legislative remedy, in 1675. 34 Into his crisis narrative Jonathan Scott subsequently sought to include, and to put front and centre, Algernon Sidney's Discourses concerning Government, composed in the early 1680s. Scott additionally worked to redefine the story as one which took in a grand return of the republican idealism that had burgeoned in England in the 1650s. In effect, he suggested that there was a gaping chronological void in attitudes and promulgations of monarchical resistance during the 1660s and 70s. 35 A few years later, John Marshall found Ashcraft's narrative of the genesis of Locke's great work so convincing that he felt confident enough to argue that the Second Treatise, with its sophisticated apology for armed resistance, must have been written shortly after the Oxford Parliament of 1681, when Charles forcibly aborted a potentially successful third Exclusion Bill, through the tactic of dissolution. This contention was circular, however. As Marshall would have it, Locke must have produced the work post-Oxford, because if he did not, he could not then have collaborated with Shaftesbury in the militant plans which the dissolution occasioned. 36 Such incautious speculation would tend, among other things, to discourage looking into the possibility of an earlier timing for the embrace of violent conspiratorial politics by Shaftesbury and his associates.
Yet finding agitation for armed revolt in the Reasons and Letter might now prompt more serious consideration of the state of play of resistance theory in Restoration England, especially in 34 Of course, a significant difference was that, in 1675, Shaftesbury was not, as in the late summer of 1682, facing trial in which those who were to stand in judgment were City Tories, newly installed after a Whig purge. power ultimately lay 'in the mutual agreement of the people themselves in choosing their Governour and kind of Government, as they judge best for their general advantage'. Humfrey went on to remark that 'this, supposing it agreed at first to be absolute, secures it for ever being set up, and answers the end of the institution'.
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Here we see sketched the notion of eminent community power in a national state. Familiar to all students of Locke's Two Treatises, it formed the lynchpin of his justification for armed resistance in cases of governmental dissolution. 40 The theoretical framework of the appeal to revolt in the Reasons and Letter made no recourse to the language of rights to depose tyrannical rulers or majestic community self-governance. More relevant to it were ideas of the sanctity of the king's two bodies, distinguished between a treasonous and a loyal use of the dualistic monarchical theory which justified armed conflict in the name of royal authority without the king's actual consent. 42 There was its lamentable uptake in 1642, when that consent was dismissed as the antics of a king seduced by evil counsellors, any recurrence of which the proposed Test Bill of 1675 sought to prevent. And there was its loyal application, when patriots took up arms to wrest executive power from evil usurpers, who had seized it, and the persons of frail kings, for destructive ends. As we have seen, the topical allegory dramatized the betrayal of England, along with an infirm Charles, by popish and French captors.
To be sure, this nightmarish projection was designed to play on fears of a Catholic royal succession and pro-French Catholic influences at court. But 279 (manacles, weakness) . Ashcraft has described this work as a plea for reasoned inquiry and its protocols in religious debate; see his Revolutionary Politics, 54-67, here and there. But this is somewhat misleading, in that the work is a defence and exposition of his understanding of the doctrine of salvation by grace and faith. Ferguson spoke of the soul's enhanced hermeneutical powers of Scriptural reading as conferred by 'Divine Unction' (295) and of its regeneration thereby into a 'New Protoplasm' (307). He declared the Bible to be 'accompanied with so demonstrative evidences of its being divinely inspired, that who ever denies God to be the Original Author of it, must first renounce his Reason' (292). But in fact no evidence of such has come to light, let alone anything suggesting more developed revolutionary plotting. A search for clues, looking into which of Shaftesbury's confederates of 1681 who were arrested and charged for treason had a history of associating with him which went back as far as the publication of the Reasons might seem worthwhile. But even such a sensible approach is not likely to hold much promise in the end, not least because of the paucity of the biographical evidence. We may never know how static or fluid 'the Shaftesbury circle' was over the course of these years.
Notably, we lack surviving records that would illuminate the nature and extent of Shaftesbury's involvement with the Duke of Monmouth in 1675. Here is what we know: Back in 1673, Shaftesbury had become Monmouth's chosen deputy chief justice of royal forests in southern England. 46 But relations may have cooled when the earl fell from power later that year. In any case, Monmouth sat in the Lords during the controversy over the failed Test Bill in 1675. An undated voting list has 'Monmuth' down as a proponent of the measure. However, it is unclear whether this meant he was a likely or an actual supporter of it, at the time the document was drafted. His attendance dropped off in May, possibly because he was attending to matters relating to his overseas regiment, the 'Royal English'. Stationed in France in 1672, the regiment had joined the Louis XIV's forces during the third Anglo-Dutch war, which had ended in 1674. 47 Its latest recruits were ordered home, and further recruits prohibited, by a royal proclamation published on 19 May. 48 During the summer, Monmouth and his Scottish duchess hosted a recreational outing for James and his family. Two days earlier, his pregnant mistress, who was a maid of honour for Mary of Modena, had disappeared from the household. 49 Monmouth attended the next parliamentary session in late October; meanwhile, he had given his proxy to James. 50 In early November, he was a member of the Lords committee appointed to discover the author, printer, and publisher of the Letter. during his year-long stay in the Tower from February 1677; although, needless to say, this is most unlikely to have been his view just a couple of years later, when Monmouth's talks with him over opposition machinations are thought to have first begun.
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While this thin historical record does not permit grounded conclusions about the nature of relations between Shaftesbury and Monmouth in 1675, revealing evidence on the duke's relations with Locke at this time is altogether lacking. The upshot is, we just do not know whether, at some point in 1675, Monmouth was privy to the insurrectionary scheme adumbrated in the Reasons and Letter. Indeed, because that appeal to arms was itself clandestine, it is not even possible to say with confidence that Shaftesbury, among those responsible for authoring the pamphlets, had penetrated the allegory. §5 Consideration of the concealed parallels in the Reasons and Letter throws up another question, not hitherto entertained, about 'the Shaftesbury circle' and its operations. It has to do with our interpretive approach to its written compositions prior to the late 1670s. Does the sort of suspicious reading of documentary evidence undertaken by Ashcraft to reconstruct a revolutionary Whig movement become relevant at an earlier date? It was Ashcraft who insisted that 'efforts of individuals to disguise their intentions, conceal their political objectives, and create a language filled with ambiguity, irony, double meanings, and falsehoods, in order to protect themselves in a situation in which imminent death was likely to be the consequence of discovery or miscalculation have bequeathed to posterity a record that is, at best, opaque'. 53 What about Locke and the incendiary passages of the Reason and Letter? So far, there is little to go on, as regards his possible involvement in their authorship. What information we have about his departure to France in November 1675 might now be seen in a fresh way, however. It seems that Ashcraft was misled in suggesting that a fear-stricken Locke suddenly bolted across the Channel when the Letter was condemned. Locke's advance preparations for that trip are inconsistent with this proposal. 54 I would point out, though, that the timing of Locke's procurement of a bill of exchange for £20, on 2 May 1675, which he directed to a merchant at Nantes, roughly coincided with the circulation of the Reasons that month.
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Of course, this could have been mere coincidence.
Ashcraft argued the probability that Locke equivocated in later denials that he had ever authored seditious libels.
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Yet efforts to attribute to Locke's hand the parallels concealed in the Reasons and Letter must now contend with information that points in two opposite directions. It is true enough that Locke was one to cover his tracks. But there is no way of knowing whether this would have translated into deploying verbal cunning in seditious propaganda. Locke's own prose is largely devoid of historical 53 Ashcraft, Revolutionary Politics, 341. But it would strain credibility to apply this diagnosis to the absurd scenario of any Peer delivering a call to arms, however much disguised, against the government in the Lords.
The text of the Reasons bore markers that suggested it was a pre-prepared script, or later transcript, of a nobleman's speech on the Bill therein. It used a first-person point of view throughout, with appeals to 'My Lords' made in its two final paragraphs. Half of the surviving copies advertised the work as 'by the Earl of Shaftesbury'.
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The text of the Letter, however, tended to give a different impression when borrowing material from the Reasons. While employing a third-person perspective, it introduced the reproduced material here and there, without attributing any of it to individual Peers. Either no attributions were given, or else they were non-specific. Repeatedly, the latter took passive impersonal constructions-'it was said', 'it was farther offered', and the like. On two occasions, a general assignment was in the plural-'the Country Lords'.
It is no wonder that the few contemporary accounts which reflect on the correlation between oratory in the Lords and its written equivalent in the Reasons, and in those passages in the Letter which borrow from the latter, assigned the supposed written versions either to Shaftesbury, acting nearly alone, or to a number of his allies in the campaign against the Bill, whose names went unspecified.
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For it is likely that their authors were influenced, one way or another, by having a copy of the Reasons or the Letter (or both) to hand, believing they were commenting reliably on the proceedings in the Lords. No contemporary account cast doubt on the very existence of a correspondence between the content of the Reasons and parliamentary speeches opposing the measure.
One interesting later account is given in Gilbert Burnet's unrevised 'History of My Own Time'. Composed sometime after 1683, it consisted of his rehearsal of the sum and substance of the debates on the Bill in the Lords. Writing from a position of strong sympathy with opponents of the Test, he assumed that the case of Henry VI had indeed been invoked by them. As he recapped the highlights of their performance:
[S]peculative opinions about y e limits of Power and obedience were not proper matters for an Oath, since cases may be put and had really been y e case of Henry y e sixth. these were very tender points to be much debated when y e majority of y e House was resolved to have sent any of y e Peers to Prison y t had given just advantage against them. Shaftesbury gained more Credit in this session than he had ever done in his whole life, for he argued to admiration, and one day he spoke about an hour for y e lawfulness of resistance in some cases so wittily and yet so dexterously y t thô his enemies were watching when he should let any thing fall y t might be turned against him yet they could not find it.
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Burnet did not here say specifically that it was Shaftesbury who raised the case of Henry VI. In any event, he seems to have felt that to do so in order to reject the proposed oath was a risky move. His claim that it was Shaftesbury's dexterity which foiled retribution from those ready to pounce on him for uttering dangerous words cannot be verified in contemporary accounts. He may have been trying to reconcile the passages in question in the Reasons or Letter, which he construed innocently, with what he thought was too 'tender' for parliamentary oratory. 61 Another account of this matter was given in a copy of the Reasons which seems to have been possessed by Lord Keeper Finch. entire discourse'. 63 Could it be that this was largely true? Or did his father Heneage tell him so, because he could not recognize the passages in question as having featured in Shaftesbury's oratory, which he had heard first-hand? So, to whom was the allegory pitched? Who, if anyone, sifted the concealed parallels? In fact, no certain information has come to light as to their detection by actual readers. In a briefing for 8 November 1675, the diplomat Richard Bulstrode was simply told that the Letter was brought into the Lords by a bishop, where it met with condemnation that day; and that it contained 'sharp reflections & remarques upon several bishops and some great ministers of State'. 64 The next month, Charles issued a proclamation for closing down the coffee-houses. But there is no way of knowing if this was connected to the circulation of the Letter, let alone to the possible detection of its disguised passages by government officials. It could have been a response to what was now a series of political tracts coming out of the Shaftesbury circle. From the government's standpoint, the risk of a more aggressive assault on the contents of the Letter was that this might generate more readers for the tract than it would have otherwise had. A second edition of the work may have already been produced in order to take advantage of the publicity which had come from its public burning in November. 65 Another hazard was that damaging facts and rumors might spill out, such as could have followed from the revelation of its allegory.
Late Monmouth from Holland, and took part in the failed uprising. 69 Ferguson must be a prime suspect for participation in the production of the Reasons and Letter, and even perhaps for exclusive collaboration with Shaftesbury in their composition. [W]hat our own Historians leave upon the memory of his Royal Majesties own Grandfather in this point, I had rather you should learn from Wilsons History of King James, than be told by me. Besides, say others, who knowest but that the King through the like Impression of fear, under which he lifted up his Hand to the most high God at Scone when Crown'd in Scotland, may have been influenced and overaw'd to make this late Appeal 69 For more biographical information on Ferguson, including his later transformation into a most penitent Jacobite, see my n. 29 above. 70 Ferguson's first known connection to Shaftesbury dates from period 1679 to 1682. Milton and Milton note the anomalous presence of biblical language, drawn from the Old Testament in particular, in the Letter, if we assume that Shaftesbury and Locke were the only collaborators in its production (Locke: Essay Concerning Toleration, 117). This language was well known to Ferguson, in his works of religious controversy. One good starting-point for investigating his candidacy as author of the critical passages in the Reasons and Letter, and as an author of both these works, would be stylometric work. On the contrary, retorted Ferguson, it was necessary that 'we impose not a proper sense where the words ought to be taken in a Tropical, Figurative, Metaphorick, or Allegorick one'. 75 We owe it to the work of Ashcraft that this could be taken as something of a motto in the early publications of Shaftesbury and his circle. However, in the peak years of their campaign against the threat of a Catholic succession to the throne, some five years later, such masks could be thrown off. At the outset of his Letter to a Person of Honour, concerning the Kings Disavowing, Ferguson would write, and would make good on his word: 'My Lord, As you cannot but have seen his Majesties Declaration, wherein he Renounceth the having been Married to the D. of M's. Mother; so I believe you will not be displeased to have an account of the sence of the Thinking-men about the Town concerning it. And this without either disguising, or concealing what is publickly discoursed, I shall, as becomes your Lordships servant, address my self to give you'.
The times had changed. In the spring of 1679, the first Exclusion Bill was debated in the Commons, and the Licensing Act lapsed in May, (not to be renewed until 1685). There followed a surge of pamphlets openly calling for supported Exclusion and other schemes for eliminating or reducing the powers of a Catholic royal successor.
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By the autumn of 1682, the forces of Tory reaction had gained the upper hand over Whig conspirators, however. In December, Shaftesbury fled to Holland accompanied by Ferguson, where a month later he died in 'his servant's arms', as it was reported. So ended a relationship with 'the Plotter', whose first fruit may have been collaborative work on the Reasons and Letter.
University College, London 77 The classic account of this period is Knights, Politics and Opinion in Crisis.
